REMARKS 

Claims 1-40 are pending in the present application. 

In the present Office Action, the Examiner objected to claims 2, 12, and 32 
because they ended with a semicolon, rather than a period. 

In the present Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1, 4, 21, 24, 31, and 34 
under 35 U.S.C. 102 as being anticipated by Bloomfield, U.S. Pat. No. 2,566,790. 

In the present Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 2, 3, 9, 22, 23, 29, 32, 
33, and 39 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bloomfield, U.S. Pat. No. 
2,566,790. 

In the present Office Action, the Examiner objected to claims 5-8, 10, 25-28, 30, 
35-38, and 40 as depending from rejected base claims, but indicated that the claims would be 
otherwise allowable. 

In the present Office Action, the Examiner indicated that claims 1 1-20 were in 
allowable condition. 

Applicant hereby responds to the Examiner's objections and rejections as 
described below. 

A. Objections as to Form 

In the present Office Action, the Examiner objected to claims 2, 12, and 32 

because they ended with a semicolon, rather than a period. 

Applicant has herein cancelled claims 2 and 32, and thus believes the objections 
with reference to those claims to be obviated. 
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Applicant has herein amended claim 12 to replace the offending semicolon with a 

period. 

B. Rejections Under 35 U.S.C §102 

In the present Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1, 4, 21, 24, 31, and 34 
under 35 U.S.C. 102 as being anticipated by Bloomfield, U.S. Pat. No. 2,566,790. Without 
conceding to the characterization, Applicant has herein cancelled the identified claims. 

C. Rejection of Claims 2, 3, 22, 23, 32, and 33 Under 35 U.S.C §103 

In the present Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 2, 3, 9, 22, 23, 29, 32, 
33, and 39 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bloomfield, U.S. Pat. No. 
2,566,790. Without conceding to the characterization, Applicant has herein cancelled the 
identified claims. 

D. Rejection of Claims 9, 29, and 39 Under 35 U.S.C. §103 

In the present Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 9, 29, and 39 under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bloomfield, U.S. Pat. No. 2,566,790 (hereafter "790 
Patent"). In particular, the Examiner asserted "the type of textile material used to make the 
Bloomfield cover is not specified, but it is well known in the art to use textile materials with a 
loose weave that allows a user to see through the material. Because of this, claims 9, 29, and 39 
are considered to be within the ordinary level of skill in the art." 

Bloomfield explicitly states that the purpose of the cover disclosed in Bloomfield 
is to "provide a crib cover which will effectively protect the interior of the crib from drafts or 
cold ..." 790 Patent, Col. 1, In. 3-5 (emphasis added). The fabric is described as being 
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"preferably formed of a suitable fabric which is not only durable and presents an attractive 
appearance, but may be resistant to the flow of air therethrough . . ." 790 Patent, Col. 2, ln.24- 
27 (emphasis added). Indeed, each of the claims of the 790 Patent recite a limitation that the 
"exterior wall structure .... depend below said panel to . . . provide a shield for substantially 
eliminating drafts . . 790 Patent, Claims 1, 2, and 3 (emphasis added). Bloomfield 
accordingly not only does not disclose the invention claimed in claims 9, 29, and 39 of the 
present patent, but it clearly teaches away from "textile materials with a loose weave that allows 
a user to see through the material." 

Furthermore, claims 9, 29, and 39 of the present application describe a function, 
that a person viewing the toy cover be able to see through the cover to discern the contents of the 
crib or playpen over which the cover has been placed. There is no disclosure of this function in 
the cited references, and accordingly no suggestion to substitute a loose weave material into the 
invention of Bloomfield in order to accomplish a purpose and function unrelated to the challenge 
addressed by Bloomfield. 

Accordingly, Applicant disagrees with the Examiner's contention that such a 
substitution is obvious simply in view of a reference that teaches away from substitution, or the 
availability of the material without any suggestion to accomplish the function of the claimed 
invention. Accordingly, Applicant traverses the rejection of Claims 9, 29, and 39, and 
respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejections. 

D. Formal Drawings 

Applicant notes that the Examiner has identified the previously submitted 
drawings as informal, and will submit formal drawings upon receipt of the Notice of Allowance 
for the present application. 
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E. Fees 

Inasmuch as the number of independent claims in the present application has 
increased, Applicant herewith submits a check in satisfaction of the outstanding additional claim 
fees. In particular, the application as originally filed contained 4 independent claims and 36 
dependant claims, for which fees were paid accordingly. As amended, the present application 
includes 16 independent claims, and 28 dependant claims. Accordingly, a check including Five 
Hundred Twenty Eight Dollars ($528.00) in satisfaction of the additional 12 inpendent claim fees 
is attached hereto. 

Conclusion 

Inasmuch as Applicants have traversed the contentions of the Examiner in a diligent 
effort to place the application in condition for allowance Applicants respectfully request the 
issuance of a Notice Of Allowance for claims 5-20, 25-30, and 35-40, at the earliest possible time. 
Applicants further respectfully request the courtesy of a telephone call should there be any 
outstanding issues related to the issuance of a Notice of Allowance in this matter. 



Respectfully submitted, 




t^arl H. Pierce 
Reg. No. 45,730 
Reed Smith LLP 
2500 One Liberty Place 
1650 Market Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-7301 
(215) 241-7970 

Dated: November 15, 2004 
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